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Introduction 

Force  account  construction,  by  definition,  is  construc- 
tion by  an  internal  labor  force.   Several  state  departments 
and  agencies  use  employees  on  internal  construction  crews  of 
some  kind  for  smaller  construction  projects.   The  Department 
of  Correction,  with  a  larce  and  frequently  idle  inmate 
population  to  use  as  a  labor  force,  is  in  a  position  to  use 
the  force  account  construction  system  for  smaller  prison 
construction  projects.   This  report  examines  the  use  of 
force  account  construction  within  the  Department  of  Correction, 
the  cost  of  force  account  construction  as  an  alternative  to 
contracted  construction,  and  makes  recommendations  that  may 
be  of  benefit  to  the  State  in  future  construction  projects. 

The  use  of  force  account  labor  in  the  Deoartment  of 
Correction  is  not  new.   Both,  the  Governor's  Mansion  and 
Central  Prison  were  constructed  with  inmate  labor  during  the 
latter  half  of  the  nineteenth  century,  and  over  the  years, 
prisoners  have  been  used  frequently  as  a  source  of  construction 
labor.   Beginning  in  the  1930 's  the  State  Highway  Department 
assumed  control  of  county  prisons  and  most  of  the  present 
field  units  were  built  during  the  late  1930 's  using  prison 
labor.   In  the  mid  1950' s,  the  field  units  under  the  control 
of  the  State  Highway  Department  were  transferred  to  the 
Prison  Department  but  prisoners  continued  to  be  a  source  of 
labor  for  highway  work.   Recently,  due  both  to  severe  overcrowding 
and  the  high  cost  of  prison  construction,  the  Department  of 
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Correction  has  used  force  account  labor  to  construct  ten 
single  cell  additions  at  various  locations  around  the  state. 
These  additions  are  comprised  of  either  24  or  28  single 
cells  and  are  located  at  the  sites  of  existing  field  units. 
This  report  will  concern  itself  primarily  with  these  single 
cell  additions. 
History  of  Single  Cell  Funding 

During  the  1974  Session  of  the  General  Assembly,  $15 
million  was  appropriated  to  a  reserve  for  prison  construction. 
These  funds  were  to  be  used  to  build  two  500  single  cell 
prisons.   One  of  these  units  was  to  be  located  at  Hillsborough 
and  the  other  at  Salisbury.   When  it  became  apparent  that 
the  $15  million  was  insufficient  to  construct  two  500  cell 
units  a  supplemental  appropriation  of  $6  million  was  added 
to  the  reserve  by  the  General  Assembly  in  1975.   Work  on  the 
Hillsborough  prison  was  subsequently  suspended  indefinitely, 
both  because  of  local  opposition  and  because  the  $21  million 
then  in  the  reserve  was  still  insufficient  to  build  two  new 
prisons.   The  reserve  for  prison  construction  was  subsequently 
increased  by  the  addition  of  Central  Prison  renovation 
funds,  funds  for  an  additon  to  Caledonia  Prison,  and  funds 
from  the  1974  capital  cost  increase  reserve.   A  total  of 
about  $1.2  million  was  transferred  to  other  projects  or 
reverted  by  the  1975  General  Assembly.   The  balance  in  the 
reserve  account  at  the  end  of  the  1975  calender  year  was 
$23. 8  million. 

In  early  1976,  the  decision  was  made  to  proceed  with 
the  Salisbury  project  at  a  cost  of  $13.4  million.   The 
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remainder,  a  total  of  $10.4  million,  was  reallocated  to 
build  ten  24  and  28  single  cell  additions  at  existing  field 
units,  a  144  single  cell  addition  to  Caledonia  Prison,  and 
to  purchase  modular  domitory  units  to  be  located  at  32 
minimum  custody  prison  units. 
Scope  of  Project 

There  are  three  primary  arguments  that  have  tradition- 
ally been  used  to  support  the  concept  of  force  account  labor 
projects  within  the  Department  of  Correction.   The  first  is 
that  force  account  construction  is  significantly  cheaper 
than  contracted  construction.   The  second  is  that  force 
account  construction  projects  reduce  the  amount  of  idleness 
among  the  inmate  population  by  providing  some  inmates  with 
jobs.   The  third  is  that  force  account  construction  projects 
provide  inmates  with  vocational  training  in  the  field  of 
construction  and  therefore  provide  a  skill  that  can  be  of 
use  after  release  from  the  prison  system.   This  report 
examines  these  three  arguments  in  light  of  information 
gathered  within  the  Department  during  the  course  of  this 
study.   This  report  also  examines  some  of  the  management 
policies  and  practices  used  with  regard  to  force  account 
labor  projects. 

In  attempting  to  compare  the  cost  of  force  account 
single  cell  construction  with  contracted  construction,  the 
force  account  projects  are  compared  with  the  new  144  single 
cell  addition  currently  under  construction  at  Caledonia 
Prison.   The  Caledonia  addition  was  used  because  it  seemed 


-4- 


to  be  the  most  comparable  contracted  construction  to   force 
account  projects.   This  report  recognizes  some  of  the  problems 
involved  in  comparing  the  two  types  of  construction.   These 
problems  are  discussed  in  the  section  on  costs. 

The  impact  of  force  account  construction  on  both 
inmate  idleness  and  vocational  training  was  determined  by 
interviews  with  Division  of  Prisons  management,  engineering 
staff,  unit  superintendents,  and  construction  crew  chiefs. 
The  report  discusses  the  effectiveness  of  force  account 
construction  as  a  method  of  reducing  inmate  idleness  and 
improving  the  quality  of  vocational  training  programs  by 
acting  as  a  supplemental  on-the-job  training  experience. 

A  number  of  management  issues  that  relate  to  the  use  of 
force  account  labor  are  raised.   For  the  most  part,  these 
are  issues  that  were  brought  out,  directly  or  indirectly,  by 
Department  of  Correction  employees  during  the  course  of  the 
study.   The  report  concludes  with  a  list  of  recommendations 
that  may  be  of  use  to  the  Department  of  Correction. 

A  number  of  people  were  interviewed  during  this  study. 
These  included  management  officials  within  the  Division  of 
Prisons,  accounting  staff  within  the  Department  of  Correc- 
tion, engineering  staff  within  the  Department  of  Correction, 
unit  staff  and  superintendents  at  various  prison  units,  and 
engineering  staff  in  the  Department  of  Administration. 
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Executive  Summary 

The  management  of  force  account  construction  projects 
is  the  responsibility  of  the  entire  Department  rather  than 
any  single  unit,  section,  or  division  within  the  Department. 
The  primary  responsibility  for  the  management  of  these 
projects  is  in  the  Secretary's  office.   Top  level  management 
is  generally  responsible  for  coordinating  the  activities  of, 
and  maintaining  the  lines  of  communication  between,  various 
subordinate  divisions  and  sections.   There  appears  to  have 
been  little  coordination  or  communication  between  the  various 
units  and  divisions,  and  the  coordination  and  communication 
that  did  occur  was  more  often  than  not,  initiated  at  middle 
management  and  unit  levels. 

The  warehousing  operation  within  the  Department  did  not 
maintain  adequate  stock  levels  for  these  types  of  construction 
projects.   As  a  result,  supplies  and  materials  for  the  24 
and  28  cell  units  were  frequently  purchased,  either  on 
purchase  order  or  local  purchase  authorization,  in  quantities 
that  did  not  allow  the  State  to  take  advantage  of  its  potential 
as  a  bulk  purchaser.   Better  communication  and  coordination 
between  engineering  and  warehousing  might  have  resulted  in 
lower  materials  costs.  ■'- 

The  accounting  section  maintained  records  on  a  per  unit 
basis  for  building  materials.   Labor,  travel,  and  other 
costs,  however,  were  lumped  together  for  all  ten  units.   No 
attempt  was  made  to  allocate  the  costs  of  central  engineering 
staff  time  to  these  projects.   The  result  is  that  it  is 


1.   See  Department  of  Correction  comment.   Appendix  2 
page  2. 
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difficult  to  arrive  at  a  true  cost  per  square  foot  for  each 
of  the  new  units.   As  a  result,  the  Secretary's  office  has 
remained  largely  ignorant  of  the  true  cost  of  the  24  and  28 
single  cell  additions  and  how  these  costs  relate  to  the  cost 
of  contracted  construction. 

There  is  no  evidence  that  the  Division  of  Prisons  made 
any  attempts  to  coordinate  training  programs  with  the 
construction  of  the  single  cell  prison  units.   This  lack  of 
coordination  seems  to  partially  negate  one  of  the  three  main 
reasons  to  use  inmate  labor  -  that  the  use  of  such  labor  is 
a  training  experience  for  inmates  who  have  completed  vocational 
training  programs.   It  also  appears  that  some  of  the  cost 
estimates  for  various  renovation  projects  originated  in  the 
Division  of  Prisons.   The  process  of  cost  estimation  generally 
requires  a  level  of  expertise  that  would  most  likely  be 
found  in  the  engineering  section.   This  may  explain  some  of 
the  rather  poor  estimates  and  the  resultant  loss  of  credibility 
of  the  Department  of  Correction  in  estimating  costs.   The 
responsibility  for  developing  a  formal  cost  estimation 
process  and  determining  who  estimates  costs  lies,  or  should 
lie,  in  the  Secretary's  office. 

The  on-site  construction  supervision  of  the  24  and  28 
cell  units  by  the  engineering  section  seems  to  have  been 
relatively  efficient.   The  units  are  apparently  well  built 
and  the  infrequent  negative  comments  and  criticisms  by  unit 
maintenance  and  supervisory  personnel  relate  primarily  to 
design  rather  than  construction  of  the  units.   The  engineering 
section  seemed  to  be  affected  more  by  a  shortage  of  staff 
than  by  any  other  problems. 
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The  Department  of  Administration  is  charged  in  Chapter 
143-341  of  the  N.C.  General  Statutes  with  the  responsibility 
of  inspecting  the  work  accomplished  and  the  materials 
purchased  for  all  State  buildings.   The  General  Statutes 
further  prohibit  the  acceptance  of  any  State  building  until 
it  has  been  approved  by  the  Department.   No  distinction  is 
made  in  the  statute  between  force  account  construction  and 
contracted  construction.   Based  on  interviews  with  officials 
in  the  Division  of  Property  and  Construction  in  the  Depart- 
ment of  Administration,  it  does  not  appear  that  the  requirements 
of  the  General  Statutes  have  been  followed  by  the  Depart- 
ment. 


1.   See  Department  of  Administration  comments.   Appendix  3 
page  1. 
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Costs:  Force  Account  vs.  Contract  Construction 

The  argument  has  generally  been  advanced  that  force 
account  construction  is  significantly  cheaper  than  contracted 
construction  jobs.   The  reason  is  that  the  bulk  of  the  labor 
is  done  by  inmates  at  little  or  no  cost. 

During  the  course  of  this  study,  an  attempt  was  made  to 
determine  the  cost  per  square  foot  of  each  of  the  single 
cell  additions  constructed  with  force  account  labor.   While 
it  was  possible  to  arrive  at  a  reasonably  good  cost  per 
square  foot  for  all  ten  units;  it  was  somewhat  more  diffi- 
cult to  obtain  the  same  figure  on  a  per  unit  basis.   The 
Department  of  Correction's  accounting  system  segregates  the 
costs  of  building  materials,  not  only  by  unit,  but  also  by 
job  within  each  unit.   Thus,  it  was  fairly  easy  to  obtain 
the  cost  of  building  materials  for  each  single  cell  addition, 
dormitory  renovation,  dining  hall  and  kitchen  renovation, 
and  most  of  the  other  specific  work  performed  at  each  unit. 
The  cost,  however,  of  employee  labor,  inmate  incentive 
wages,  rentals,  travel  expenses,  and  miscellaneous  contract 
costs  were  lumped  together  in  the  accounting  records  for  all 
of  the  ten  units.   Therefore,  in  order  to  arrive  at  an 
approximate  cost  per  square  foot  for  each  unit,  it  became 
"   necessary  to  allocate  labor,  rentals,  travel,  etc.   These 
costs  were  allocated  based  on  the  length  of  time  a  project 
was  under  construction.   The  architect's  design  fee  was 
allocated  on  the  basis  of  total  square  footage  in  each 
single  cell  addition. 
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Table  1  displays  the  costs  of  each  single  cell  addition 
constructed  with  force  account  labor  broken  down  between 
building  materials  and  other  costs.   The  square  foot  cost, 
based  on  the  described  method  of  allocation,  ranges  from 
$51.62  to  $60.77  with  an  average  cost  of  $54.02.   The 
Franklin  and  Columbus  County  units  were  excluded  from  the 
computation  of  the  average  because  they  were  not  completed 
at  the  time  of  this  report. 

Another  problem  in  arriving  at  the  actual  cost  per 
square  foot  was  that  in  some  instances  more  than  just  the 
cost  of  the  single  cell  addition  is  included  in  the  cost  of 
building  materials  charged  to  the  single  cell  addition.   In 
most  cases,  it  appears  that  new  fencing,  guard  towers,  some 
renovation  of  the  superintendent's  office,  and  other  miscellan- 
eous work  such  as  painting  is  included  in  the  cost  of  the 
single  cell  addition.   While  in  most  instances  it  appeared 
that  this  additional  work  had  been  approved  by  the  Depart- 
ment of  Correction  engineering  staff,  conversations  with 
some  of  the  unit  superintendents  indicated  that  at  least 
some  of  this  additional  work,  such  as  office  renovation,  was 
handled  unofficially  at  the  unit  level. 

As  a  part  of  the  study  of  costs,  departmental  purchase 
orders,  local  purchase  authorizations,  and  104 's  (purchase 
orders  from  Prison  Enterprises)  were  examined.   It  appeared 
in  many  cases  that  State  Purchase  and  Contract  or  depart- 
mental purchasing  regulations  were  either  bypassed  or  ignored. 


1.   The  Department  of  Correction  prefers  to  compare  costs  on 
a  per  cell  basis  rather  than  on  a  square  foot  basis. 
See  Appendix  2  page  3. 
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In  several  cases,  purchases  of  slightly  less  than  the  $25.00 
maximum  allowed  by  Departmental  purchasing  regulations  were 
made  from  the  same  vendor  on  the  same  or  successive  days. 
In  some  cases,  purchases  of  several  hundred  dollars  were 
made  by  local  purchase  authorization.   In  other  cases  local 
purchase  authorizations  were  used  to  purchase  supplies  and 
materials  that  it  seems  could  have  been  reasonably  foreseen, 
such  as  bulk  concrete,  concrete  block,  and  lumber.   In  fact, 
some  of  the  larger  local  purchase  authorizations  were  used 
for  building  materials. 

Some  of  the  supplies  and  materials  used  in  the  construc- 
tion of  the  24  and  28  single  cell  additions  came  from  the 
Department  of  Correction's  central  warehouse.   Most,  however, 
were  purchased  by  purchase  order  or  by  local  purchase  authoriza- 
tion.  It  is  possible  that  the  State  would  have  saved  money 
had  the  stockage  levels  in  the  central  warehouse  been  increased 
so  that  more  of  the  building  materials  could  have  been 
ordered  by  central  engineering  from  that  source.-'-   By  purchasing 
in  larger  quantities  at  a  central  location,  it  is  possible 
that  the  State  could  have  taken  advantage  of  price  breaks 
that  were  not  available  when  purchasing  in  lower  quantities 
for  each  unit  separately. 

Another  aspect  of  local  purchase  authorizations  was  the 
variance  in  total  dollar  volume  in  each  of  the  ten  units. 
At  the  Mecklenburg  II  unit,  over  $12,000  in  supplies  and 
materials  were  purchased  on  local  purchase  authorizations. 


1.   See  Department  of  Correction  comments.   Appendix  2 
page  2. 
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Although  the  total  dollar  volume  of  local  purchase  authoriza- 
tions dropped  at  subsequent  units,  it  remained  at  between 
$5,000  and  $8,000  per  unit.   While  it  is  recognized  that 
some  purchases  must  be  made  using  local  purchase  authoriza- 
tions, both  the  total  dollar  volume  and  the  fact  that  purchasing 
guidelines  were  bypassed  or  ignored  seem  to  indicate  that 
better  planning  might  have  reduced  or  eliminated  the  need 
for  many  of  the  local  purchases. 

In  discussions  with  engineering  staff  and  construction 
superintendents,  the  point  was  made  on  several  occasions 
that  some  of  the  purchases  through  local  purchase  author- 
izations were  cheaper  than  purchases  made  on  purchase  order 
through  the  bid  system.   The  evidence,  however,  is  incon- 
clusive.  It  would  be  difficult  to  determine  whether  the 
State  saved  money  or  incurred  additional  expense  as  a  result 
of  the  volume  of  local  purchase  authorizations.   What  does 
seem  clear  is  that  control  over  expenditures  by  a  central 
office  staff  tends  to  decrease  as  the  volume  of  local 
purchase  authorizations  increases. 

The  144  cell  addition  currently  under  construction  at 
Caledonia  Prison  is  a  different  structure  from  the  24  and  28 
cell  units  constructed  with  force  account  labor.   Both  the 
interior  and  exterior  walls  of  the  Caledonia  unit  are  constructed 
of  reinforced  poured  concrete.   The  24  and  28  cell  units  are 
constructed  with  concrete  block.   The  Caledonia  unit  has 
much  more  sophisticated  security  equipment  than  the  24  and 
28  cell  units.   Each  cell  block  at  the  Caledonia  unit  has 
two  electronically  controlled  gates  to  control  entry  and 
exit.   Each  individual  cell  door  at  Caledonia  can  be 
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electronically  opened  and  closed  from  the  centrally  located 
guard  station.   The  24  and  28  cell  units  have  manually 
controlled  single  gates  to  control  entrance  and  exit  from 
each  cell  block.   Each  individual  cell  at  the  24  and  28  cell 
units  must  be  locked  and  unlocked  manually.   As  a  result,  a 
guard,  with  a  key,  must  enter  the  cell  block  and  unlock  an 
individual  cell  in  order  to  move  an  inmate.   The  Caledonia 
unit  has  intercom  and  public  address  systems,  the  24  and  28 
cell  units  do  not.   Individual  cells  at  Caledonia  are  larger 
than  the  cells  at  the  24  and  28  cell  units  -  54  square  feet 
as  opposed  to  48  square  feet.   The  Caledonia  unit  also  has 
four  large  day  rooms,  an  infirmary,  a  dentist's  office,  a 
recreation  area,  and  a  barber  shop.   None  of  these  ancillary 
facilities  are  available  in  the  24  and  28  cell  units.   The 
Caledonia  unit  is  air  conditioned;  the  24  and  28  cell  units 
are  not. 

In  short,  the  Caledonia  unit  is  a  much  more  sophisti- 
cated structure  than  the  24  and  28  single  cell  units.   It 
would  seem,  therefore,  that  the  Caledonia  unit  would  be 
significantly  more  expensive.   In  fact,  that  does  not  seem 
to  be  the  case.   The  contract  for  construction  of  the 
Caledonia  unit  calls  for  a  total  of  41,234  square  feet,  at  a 
total  cost  of  $2,433,437;  a  cost  of  about  $59.00  per  square 
foot.   The  costs  of  the  24  and  28  cell  units  ranged  from  a 
low  of  $51.62  to  a  high  of  $60.77  with  an  average  of  $54.02 
per  square  foot.   If  the  estimated  costs  of  some  of  the  more 
sophisticated  equipment^   at  Caledonia  (equipment  not 


1.  This  equipment  includes:  air-conditioning;  emergency 
generator;  intercom  and  public  address  systems;  cell  tables, 
seats,  and  shelves;  electronic  locking  and  control  consoles; 
and  roof  hatches. 
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included  in  the  24  and  28  cell  units)  are  deducted  from  the 
contract  price,  the  total  cost  drops  to  $2,098,271  or  about 
$50.89  per  square  foot.l   At  that  price,  the  Caledonia  unit 
is  cheaper  per  square  foot  than  any  of  the  24  and  28  cell 
units.   It  should  be  noted  that  the  contractors  price  per 
square  foot  figures  include  not  only  contractors  cost  but 
also  his  profit.   The  actual  cost  to  the  contractor  is 
presumably  lower  than  the  cost  to  the  State.   Should  a 
comparison  be  made  between  contractor  cost  and  State  cost  on 
a  square  footage  basis,  the  difference  would  probably  be 
greater  than  it  appears. 

The  argument  that  force  account  construction  within  the 
Department  of  Correction  is  cheaper  than  contract  construc- 
tion is  based  on  the  fact  that  inmate  labor  is  much  cheaper 
than  labor  available  to  a  private  contractor.   The  assumption 
is  made,  or  at  least  implied,  that  the  labor  used  in  a  force 
account  construction  project  within  the  Department  of 
Correction  is  all  inmate.   In  fact,  most  of  the  labor  cost 
in  each  of  the  24  and  28  single  cell  units  was  for  Depart- 
ment of  Correction  employees,  not  inmates.   These  employees' 
salaries  are  much  closer  to  private  contractor  labor  costs 
than  inmate  incentive  wages  are.   Department  of  Correction 
records  do  not  indicate  the  amount  of  actual  construction  by 
employees  as  opposed  to  inmates,  however,  this  cost  tends  to 
offset  the  benefits  of  low  inmate  labor  cost.   The  total 
amount  paid  for  direct  labor  to  Department  of  Correction 


1.   The  Department  of  Correction  made  several  pertinent 
comments  concerning  cost  allocation.   See  Appendix  2 
page  3. 
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employees  was  over  $48  3,000  through  July  31,  1978.   Inmate 
incentive  wages  for  the  same  period  were  about  $36,000. 
These  salary  figures  apply  only  to  those  inmates  and  employees 
that  were  directly  involved  in  the  construction  of  24  and  28 
single  cell  additions.   They  do  not  include  any  allocation 
of  central  engineering  staff  salaries,  nor  do  they  include 
travel  expenses  since  travel  and  equipment  rental  were 
lumped  together  in  the  department's  accounting  records. 

It  was  pointed  out  by  engineering  staff  in  the  Depart- 
ment of  Administration,  that  the  costs  of  the  24  and  28  cell 
units  might  well  have  been  much  higher  had  they  been  built 
under  contract.   It  was  also  pointed  out  that  the  only  valid 
way  to  compare  the  cost  of  contract  construction  with  force 
account  construction  in  the  smaller  24  and  28  cell  additions 
would  be  to  solicit  bids  on  one  of  the  smaller  units  and 
compare  the  responses  with  the  actual  costs  of  units  already 
constructed  with  force  account  labor.   These  arguments  may 
have  some  validity.   It  is  safe,  however,  to  say  that  the 
evidence  that  force  account  construction  is  cheaper  is 
inconclusive. 

There  is  another  cost-related  factor  that  needs  to  be 
considered  when  comparing  the  cost  of  contract  construction 
with  force  account  construction.   Both  the  contractor  and 
the  architect  provide  a  warranty  on  the  building  and  design 
for  a  period  of  one  year  after  the  final  inspection  and 
acceptance  by  the  State.   Should  the  State  be  required  to 
make  repairs  other  than  normal  maintenance  during  the 
warranty  period,  either  the  contractor  or  the  architect  or 
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both  may  be  held  liable.   This  is  not  the  case  in  the 
smaller  units  constructed  with  force  account  labor.   While 
it  is  difficult  to  assign  a  dollar  value  to  this  benefit, 
the  additional  protection  is  to  the  State's  advantage. 

Any  comparison  of  costs  between  24  and  28  single  cell 
additions,  and  the  144  single  cell  addition  at  Caledonia 
Prison  should  include  some  discussion  of  operating  costs.   A 
typical  staffing  pattern  on  a  given  shift  would  include  one 
lieutenant,  two  sergeants,  and  six  correctional  officers  in 
the  new  unit  at  Caledonia  Prison.   According  to  Division  of 
Prison  officials,  this  staffing  pattern  would  apply  to  all 
of  the  new  144  cell  additions.   This  means  that  the  average 
guard  to  inmate  ratio  in  a  144  single  cell  addition  is  about 
1  to  16.   In  a  28  cell  unit,  two  guards  per  shift  are 
necessary.   These  are  both  located  in  the  central  guard 
station  near  the  main  entrance  of  the  building.   The  minimum 
guard  to  inmate  ratio  in  a  28  cell  unit  is  about  1  to  14. 
In  a  24  cell  unit,  the  minimum  ratio  drops  to  1  to  12. 
These  figures  do  not  include  officers  or  sergeants  since 
none  are  assigned  solely  to  a  24  or  28  cell  addition.   The 
personnel  operating  costs  are  higher,  on  a  per  prisoner 
basis,  in  the  smaller  field  units  than  they  are  in  the 
larger  units. 
Inmate  Idleness 

The  second  argument  in  support  of  force  account  construc- 
tion is  that  it  reduces  inmate  idleness.   All  of  the  profession- 
als within  the  Department  of  Correction  who  were  interviewed 
during  this  study  agreed  that  inmate  idleness  is  one  of  the 
major  causes  of  disturbances  within  the  prison  system. 
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Inmate  activity  is  limited  by  many  different  factors. 
The  most  limiting  factor  is  custody  level.   There  are  four 
different  custody  levels  within  the  prison  system:  maximum, 
close,  medium,  and  minimum.   Activities  available  to  the 
first  two  custody  levels  are  limited  to  those  available 
within  the  walls  of  the  institution  in  which  they  are 
housed.   Medium  custody  inmates  are  allowed  to  work  outside 
the  walls  but  only  when  under  armed  guard.   An  inmate  must 
be  promoted  to  an  appropriate  honor  grade  level  of  minimum 
custody  before  any  significant  level  of  outside  activity  is 
available.   Out  of  a  total  prison  population  of  approximately 
14,000,  about  6,200  are  medium  custody  inmates. 

Based  on  figures  provided  by  the  Division  of  Prisons, 
the  average  medium  custody  field  unit  houses  between  150  and 
170  inmates.   This  unit  will  have  one  road  crew  of  16  inmates; 
about  24  inmates  on  unit  duty  (kitchen,  barber  shop,  concession 
stand,  etc.);  25  to  30  in  on-site  programs  of  some  kind;  and 
the  rest  are  idle.   This  means  that  somewhere  between  80  and 
100  inmates  at  the  average  medium  custody  field  unit  will  be 
unassigned  and,  therefore,  idle. 

Construction  time  on  the  ten  single  cell  additions 
ranged  from  seven  months  at  Stanly  County  to  twelve  months 
at  Yadkin  County.   The  units  begun  during  the  fall  took 
longer  to  construct  because  of  weather  problems  during  the 
winter  months.   Counting  each  single  cell  construction 
separately,  94^5  months  of  construction  time  will  have  been 
used  to  construct  the  ten  single  cell  additions  by  the  time 
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the  Franklin  County  unit  is  completed.   Each  of  the  single 
cell  additions,  therefore,  provided  some  form  of  activity 
for  about  25  inmates  for  an  average  of  about  9h   months. 
Thus,  at  the  average  field  unit  with  between  80  and  100  idle 
inmates,  about  25  additional  inmates  would  have  been  provided 
with  some  activity,  leaving  between  55  and  75  idle  inmates. 
Of  the  approximately  6,200  medium  custody  inmates  in  the 
prison  system,  the  equivalent  of  about  250  (about  4%) 
benefited  by  a  reduction  in  idleness  as  a  result  of  the  ten 
single  cell  additions. 
Vocational  Training 

The  third  argument  used  to  support  force  account 
construction  projects  is  that  they  supplement  vocational 
training  programs.   Each  of  the  field  units  visited  during 
the  course  of  this  study  provides  some  form  of  vocational 
training.   These  training  programs  generally  cover  such 
things  as  small  engine  repair,  automotive  maintenance,  brick 
masonry  and  the  like.   Most  of  these  programs  are  conducted 
in  conjunction  with  the  local  community  college. 

The  primary  skills  involved  in  the  construction  of  a 
single  cell  addition  are  brick  masonry,  plumbing,  and 
electrical  skills.   Engineering,  construction  staff,  and 
unit  superintendents  generally  seemed  to  agree  that  the 
amount  of  time  spent  in  vocational  training  programs  provided 
in  the  Department  of  Correction  was  insufficient  to  provide 
the  degree  of  proficiency  necessary  to  work  on  a  single  cell 
construction  project.  The  engineering  staff  and  unit  superin- 
tendents seemed  more  interested  in  using  inmates  who  already 
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possessed  the  necessary  skills.   Although  no  preference  was 
given  to  inmates  who  had  completed  the  vocational  training 
programs,  some  were  assigned  to  work  on  single  cell  additions 
in  a  capacity  that  utilized  skills  learned  during  training. 
It  appears  that  single  cell  construction  has  been  of  only 
marginal  value  to  vocational  training  programs  in  the 
Department. 
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The  "Benefits"  of  Force  Account  Construction 

The  previous  section  of  this  report  deals  with  the 
three  primary  arguments  that  have  been  used  to  support  force 
account  labor  projects.   Summarized,  they  are:  lower  cost, 
reduction  in  idleness,  and  vocational  training. 

Although  force  account  labor  is  cheaper,  it  does  not 
appear  to  be  significantly  so.   Perhaps  one  of  the  reasons 
is  that  while  inmate  labor  is  cheap,  it  is  not  particularly 
efficient.   Another  reason  is  that  much  of  the  labor  is 
employee,  not  inmate. 

Another  factor  that  must  be  considered  with  regard  to 
cost  is  that  cheaper  labor  only  applies  to  a  part  of  the 
total  cost  of  any  construction.   Only  a  portion  of  the  total 
cost  of  contract  construction  is  labor.   The  cost  of  building 
materials  represents  another  portion.   Since  the  State  must 
purchase  its  building  materials  in  the  same  market  place  as 
the  contractor,  it  is  unlikely  that  any  savings  could  be 
realized  in  that  area.   In  fact,  it  is  quite  possible  that 
a  contractor,  uninhibited  by  State  purchasing  regulations, 
might  find  cheaper  sources  of  building  materials  than  the 
State,  particularly  since  the  Department  of  Correction  has 
not  taken  full  advantage  of  its  potential  as  a  bulk  purchaser 
by  raising  stockage  levels  in  the  Central  Warehouse.   All 
sources  do  not  bid  on  State  contracts  and  the  contractor 
certainly  has  an  economic  incentive  to  locate  the  cheapest 
source. 
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Prison  Enterprises  also  seems  to  play  a  role  in  the 
cost  of  force  account  construction  projects.   Some  of  the 
materials  and  supplies  purchased  for  the  single  cell  construc- 
tion jobs  were  purchased  through  Prison  Enterprises.   It 
appears  that  a  "handling  fee"  of  between  5%  and  10%  of  the 
cost  was  added  and  billed  to  the  construction  job.   This 
creation  of  an  additional  "middle  man"  has  had  the  effect  of 
increasing  costs. 

The  problem  of  inmate  idleness  has  been  reduced  as  a 
result  of  the  force  account  labor  to  the  extent  that  about 
4%  of  the  medium  custody  inmate  population  was  involved  in 
the  construction  of  these  24  and  28  cell  units.   Although 
this  factor  alone  does  not  provide  sufficient  justification 
to  continue  force  account  construction,  some  benefit  has 
been  realized. 

Force  account  construction  may  have  had  some  impact  on 
vocational  training  programs.   It  is  difficult  to  assess 
this  impact  if  in  fact  there  has  been  any  at  all.   The 
primary  problem  in  determining  the  impact  of  force  account 
construction  on  vocational  programs  is  that  different  levels 
of  management  within  the  Department  of  Correction  disagreed 
with  each  other  on  the  emphasis  placed  on  using  vocational 
training  program  graduates  in  force  account  construction. 
Generally,  though  not  in  every  case,  lower  level  management 
seemed  to  feel  that  very  little  emphasis  was  placed  on  the 
vocational  training  programs  as  a  source  of  force  account 
labor.   Higher  level  management  on  the  other  hand  seemed  to 
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feel  that  force  account  construction  projects  had  contributed 
significantly  to  vocational  training  programs  as  an  on-the- 
job  training  experience.   Some  benefit  may  have  accrued  to 
vocational  training  programs;  however,  there  was  no  evidence 
that  vocational  training  program  graduates  are  given  any 
preference  on  the  labor  force  or  that  any  planning  exists 
for  the  use  of  skills  developed  in  these  programs  in  the 
prison  system.   In  short,  the  coordination  of  vocational 
training  and  force  account  construction  seems  to  be  more 
accidental  than  planned. 

During  the  course  of  this  study,  a  fourth  argument  in 
support  of  force  account  construction  was  made  by  Division 
of  Prisons  management.   As  a  result  of  participating  in  the 
construction  of  the  single  cell  addition,  inmates  tend  to 
develop  a  respect  for  property  and  are  therefore  less  likely 
to  destroy  or  vandalize  buildings  and  equipment.   While 
there  may  have  been  some  impact  on  some  inmates,  this 
impact  has  probably  not  been  significant  since  only  a  small 
percentage  of  inmates  have  actually  participated  in  these 
construction  projects.   In  any  case,  it  does  not  seem 
likely  that  future  inmates  housed  in  these  facilities  will 
have  more  respect  for  them  simply  because  they  were  constructed 
by  inmates.   There  is  no  evidence  that  Central  Prison  has 
suffered  less  destruction  and  vandalism  because  it  was 
constructed  by  prison  labor. 
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Management  Policies  and  Practices 

Questions  regarding  control  and  oversight  of  the  ten 
force  account  construction  projects  frequently  arose  during 
the  study.   One  question  regards  the  supervision  and  inspec- 
tion of  the  ten  single  cell  units.   Chapter  143-341  of  the 
North  Carolina  General  Statutes  states  in  part: 

8143-341.  Powers  and  duties  of  Department  -  The  Depart- 
ment of  Administration  has  the  following  powers  and 
duties: 
(3)   Architecture  and  Engineering 

(d)   To  supervise  and  inspect  all  work  done  and 
materials  used  in  the  construction  or  reno- 
vation of  all  State  buildings;  and  no  such 
work  may  be  accepted  by  the  State  or  by  any 
State  Agency  until  it  has  been  approved  by 
the  Department. 

During  the  course  of  this  study,  officials  in  the 
Department  of  Administration,  Division  of  Property  Construc- 
tion were  interviewed.   With  the  exception  of  approval  of 
the  initial  design  and  one  final  inspection  tour,  the  Depart- 
ment of  Administration  has  not  been  involved  in  any  of  the 
single  cell  construction  projects.   It  appears  that  the 
requirements  of  Chapter  143-341  have  not  been  followed. ^ 

The  administration  of  Departmental  policies  regarding 
the  use  of  materials  and  labor  at  the  construction  sites 
seemed  to  be  more  flexible  at  some  units  than  at  others. 
The  result  was  that  some  unit  superintendents  seemed  to 
exercise  a  much  greater  degree  of  influence  over  what 
occurred  at  the  construction  site  than  others.   Perhaps  this 
flexibility  in  departmental  policy  over  the  single  cell 


1.   See  Department  of  Administration  comments.   Appendix  3 
page  1. 
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additions  can  account  to  some  extent  for  the  other  work,  for 
which  there  seemed  to  be  no  authorization,  that  was  frequently 
done  at  some  of  these  units. 

This  type  of  work  includes  superintendent's  office 
renovations,  and  miscellaneous  painting  that  was  observed  in 
some  units.   The  degree  to  which  this  type  of  work  occurred 
at  various  field  units  seemed  to  be  more  a  function  of  the 
unit  superintendent  than  any  other  single  factor.   Some  unit 
superintendents  seemed  to  be  able  to  get  certain  work  done 
that  others  could  not. 

Another  question  regarding  management  policy  and 
practice  deals  with  the  area  of  cost  estimation.   The  costs 
of  the  single  cell  additions  were  significantly  over-estimated, 
On  the  other  hand,  the  costs  of  the  renovation  projects  at 
the  Richard  T.  Fountain  and  Cameron  Morrison  facilities  were 
significantly  underestimated.  (See  Table  2)   In  several 
cases,  the  engineering  staff  apparently  did  not  participate 
in  the  cost  estimation  process.   Apparently,  some  of  the 
cost  estimates  originated  in  the  Division  of  Prisons  rather 
than  in  central  engineering.   It  was  suggested  that  perhaps 
some  cost  estimates  were  tailored  to  fit  some  perception  of 
what  the  General  Assembly  would  be  willing  to  appropriate. 
If  that  is  in  fact  the  case,  it  seems  that  the  process  is 
operating  in  reverse  of  the  way  it  should  operate. 

The  speed  with  which  approved  renovation  or  construction 
projects  are  begun  seems  to  be  another  problem  within  the 
Department  of  Correction.   In  October  1977,  the  Advisory 
Budget  Commission  approved  the  allocation  of  $995,000  of  the 
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$1,000,000  reserve  for  repairs  and  renovation.   As  of  June 
30,  1978,  only  a  small  portion  of  these  funds  had  actually 
been  expended.   Based  on  actual  expenditures  of  the  1977-78 
reserve,  it  seems  unlikely  that  the  Department  of  Correction 
will  be  able  to  make  much  use  of  the  $3,000,000  reserve 
approved  by  the  General  Assembly  for  1978-79. 

It  is  entirely  possible  that  one  of  the  major  causes  of 
the  inability  of  the  Department  to  get  repair  and  renovation 
projects  underway  on  a  timely  basis  is  that  the  engineering 
section  simply  does  not  have  sufficient  staff  to  manage  and 
supervise  a  large  number  of  construction  and  maintenance 
projects  at  one  time.   A  shortage  of  the  appropriate  staff 
could  also  explain  the  somewhat  inadequate  management  of 
single  cell  construction  by  the  Department  of  Correction. 
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Re commendations 

Based  on  the  study  and  its  findings,  the  following 
recommendations  may  be  of  value  to  the  Department  of  Correction. 

1.  If  the  Department  of  Correction  plans  to  continue  to 
use  force  account  labor  as  it  has  been  used  over  the 
past  two  years,  some  consideration  should  be  given  to 
expanding  the  size  of  the  engineering  section.   Many  of 
the  problems  noted  in  the  study  seemed  to  be  a  direct 
result  of  a  small  staff,  unable  to  effectively  manage 
the  work  load  caused  by  the  single  cell  construction 
projects,  renovation  projects,  routine  maintence,  and 
contracted  construction. 

2.  The  Department  of  Administration  should  take  a  more 
active  role  in  supervising  the  construction  of  these 
units.   At  this  time,  the  Department  of  Administration 
does  not  appear  to  be  totally  in  compliance  with  § 
143-341  with  regard  to  its  responsibilities  for  super- 
vising and  inspecting  the  construction  of  State-owned 
buildings.   Such  action  by  the  Department  of  Administration 
would  have  the  effect  of  removing  some  of  the  work  load 
from  the  Department  of  Correction  engineering  staff. 

3.  A  formal  policy  and  procedure  should  be  developed  in 
the  Department  of  Correction  for  estimating  the  costs 
of  construction  and  renovation  projects.   The  practice 
of  tailoring  cost  estimates  to  some  preconceived  idea 
of  possible  Legislative  funding  costs  the  Department 
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its  credibility.   In  addition,  the  department  needs  to 
have  some  reliable  estimate  of  project  costs  in  order 
to  do  any  kind  of  long-range  planning. 

4.  Some  coordination  between  training  programs,  and  force 
account  construction  and  renovation  projects  should  be 
developed.   These  projects  do  offer  a  chance  for  valuable 
training  to  be  given  to  inmates  who  lack  sufficient  job 
skills  and  are  soon  to  be  released  from  prison.   They 
are  of  little  or  no  benefit,  from  a  vocational  view 
point,  to  an  inmate  who  is  already  proficient  or  who 
cannot  be  released  in  the  near  future. 

5.  The  volume  of  local  purchase  authorizations  and  the  way 
in  which  they  were  used  indicate  a  lack  of  control  over 
expenditures  in  the  24  and  28  single  cell  additions. 
The  Department  of  Correction  and  the  Division  of 
Purchase  and  Contract  should  develop  a  method  for 
tighter  control  over  this  type  of  expenditure. 

The  Department  of  Administration,  in  its  comments  on 
the  study,  suggested  some  additional  recommendations  including 
such  things  as  the  need  for  policies  and  guidelines,  and  the 
need  for  a  separate  section  in  the  State  Construction 
Manual  that  would  specifically  deal  with  force  account 
construction.   The  Department  of  Administration  also  acknowledged 
the  need  to  inspect  and  approve  force  account  construction 
in  all  State  departments  including  Correction.   These  recom- 
mendations, found  in  Appendix  3  of  this  study,  should  be 
implemented  by  the  Department  of  Administration  as  soon  as 
possible. 
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JAMES    B.    HUNT,   JR. 
Governor 


AMOS  E.  REED 
Secretary 


NORTH   CAROLINA 
DEPARTMENT  OF  CORRECTION 


840  W.   Morgan   Street  Raleigh,   N.   C.      27603 

November  8,  1978 


(919)  733-4926 


Mr.  Frank  Justice,  Director 
Fiscal  Research  Division 
2129  State  Legislative  Building 
Raleigh,  North  Carolina  27611 

Dear  hir .    Justice: 

Enclosed  are  our  conuments  on  your  draft  report  of  the  force 
account  construction  study.   We  are  requesting  that  our  com- 
ments be  included  as  an  appendix  to  this  report. 


Sincerely, 


Amos  E.  Reed 
Secretary 


AER:TSR:ag 
Enclosure 
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JAMES   B.    HUNT,  JR. 
Governor 


AMOS  E.  REED 
Secretary 


NORTH   CAROLINA 
DEPARTMENT  OF  CORRECTION 


840  W.   Morgan   Street 


Raleigh,   N.   C.      27603 


(919)  733-4926 


November  1,    1978 


Mr.  Frank  Justice,  Director 
Fiscal  Research  Division 
2129  State  Legislative  Building 
Raleigh,  North  Carolina  27611 

Dear  Mr.  Justice: 

We  have  received  a  draft  copy  of  the  study  on  force  account  construc- 
tion in  the  Department  of  Correction  prepared  by  the  Fiscal  Research 
Division. 

In  order  to  facilitate  discussion,  we  are  referencing  our  comments  be- 
low to  the  various  pages  of  the  Draft  Report: 


Draft  Report 
Page  Number 


3/4 


Comment 

The  bids  for  the  Salisbury  project  were  received 
in  late  1975. 

In  our  opinion,  the  comparison  between  the  cost  of 
the  Caledonia  144-Bed  Addition  and  the  Single  Cell 
Construction  is  not  particularly  valid,  especially 
on  the  basis  of  square  foot  costs,  however,  we  are 
going  to  make  these  per  cell  cost  comparisons  since 
the  Caledonia  project  is  the  best  comparison  for 
current  construction  in  the  Department. 


The  Department  feels  that 
way.   We  have  undertaken 
least  256  single  cells,  a 
over  the  number  then  aval 
custody  units  for  $4,456, 
construction  crews  were  f 
several  additions  at  the 
made  to  try  to  keep  detai 
thinking  was  due  to  both 
at  each  unit  and  the  desi 
ing  work. 


only  one  project  was  under- 
a  project  to  provide  at 
n  approximate  25%  increase 
lable,  at  ten  or  more  medium 
600.   Due  to  the  fact  the 
requently  moving  from  the 
same  time,  no  attempt  was 
led  records  by  unit.  This 
the  various  number  of  jobs 
red  flexibility  of  schedul- 


Appendix  #2 
Page  3 


Mr.  Frank  Justice 
November  7,  1978 
Page  Two 


Draft  Report  

Page  Number  Comment 


As  with  any  method  of  allocation,  true  differences 
of  opinion  exist.   Time  under  construction  does  not 
necessarily  reflect  periods  when  no  activity  was 
underway,  however,  we  will  use  your  figures. 

Additional  work  was  a  variable  factor  necessitated 
by  individual  locations  and  related  conditions. 
Some  locations  involve  dining  hall/kitchen  renova- 
tions, some  dormitory  renovations,  new  well  and 
others  waste  treatment  plant  facilities.   Whereas 
some  additional  work  was  done  which  might  be  con- 
sidered marginal ,  all  work  was  approved  by  the 
Project  Engineer  and  was  associated  with  the  con- 
struction program;  i.e.,  the  multi-purpose  building 
constructed  at  Yadkin  replaced  an  older  building 
which  was  torn  down  to  make  way  for  the  single  cell 
addition,  and  the  fact  that  the  new  construction 
and  the  dorm  renovation  were  both  on  the  same  job 
order,  thus  all  were  recorded  as  single  cell  costs. 
We  estimate  that  this  additional  work  added  at 
least  $35,000  to  the  total  of  the  Yadkin  Unit  (which 
is  the  highest  on  a  square  foot  basis) . 

In  the  area  of  local  purchase  authorizations  (LPA's) 
changes  have  been  made  in  the  Department  procedures 
for  authorization  of  their  use. 

While  the  state  may  have  saved  purchase  money  if  a 
complete  central  warehouse  was  maintained,  this 
approach  is  impossible  due  to  several  factors.  First, 
the  warehouse  is  funded  through  operations  while  the 
single  cell  project  uses  capital  funds.   The  operat- 
ing fund  does  not  have  the  funds  necessary  to  expend 
in  jorder  to  build  up  the  warehouse  to  the  necessary 
levels.   Also,  distribution  costs  would  be  incurred 
which  would  decrease  any  purchase  money  benefit. 
Finally,  the  current  warehouse  and  distribution  system 
is  not  large  enough  to  be  able  to  handle  an  increase 
of  this  size. 
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Mr.  Frank  Justice 
November  1,    1978 
Page  Three 


Draft  Report 
Page  Number 

8 


8/9/10 


Comment 

The  total  purchase  on  local  purchase  authorizations 
for  the  Mecklenburg  II  Unit  totaled  approximately 
$11,000.00,  with  none  over  $400.00.   Since  this  unit 
was  the  first,  it  was  anticipated  that  their  use 
would  be  higher  at  the  unit.   Based  on  the  total 
material  costs,  LPA's  amounted  to  less  than  5%  of 
the  total  material  costs. 


Several  differenc 
design  fees  only 
(These  costs  were 
ject  at  Caledonia 
accurate  comparis 
and  ventilation, 
ditioning,  the  Ca 
the  existing  boil 
have  a  separate  f 


es  in  cost  are  that  there  are  no 
site  adaption  costs  for  Caledonia, 
all  charged  to  the  original  pro- 
,  but  should  be  prorated  for  an 
on.)  The  single  cells  have  heat 
and  whereas  Caledonia  has  air  con- 
ledonia  addition  obtains  heat  from 
er  plant,  whereas  the  single  cells 
urnace. 


Cost 

Cell 

Per  Cell 

2,433,437 

144 

16,899 

2,098,271 

144 

14,571 

1,952,842 

200 

9,764 

Taking  the  figures  supplied  the  following  cost  com- 
parison is  made: 


Caledonia  (Total) 
Caledonia  (As  Adjusted) 
Single  Cell  (Completed) 

These  figures  do  not  reflect  the  availability  of  these 
needed  cells.   The  144  cells  at  Caledonia  are  projected 
to  be  available  April,  1979  while  228  of  the  single 
cells  are  available  today  with  the  additional  28  cells 
expected  to  be  available  within  30  days.   Approximately 
144  of  the  single  cells  were  available  at  least  1  year 
before  the  same  number  at  Caledonia.   We  believe  that 
for  these  projects,  force  account  construction  within 
the  Department  of  Correction  is  much  cheaper  and 
quicker  than  contract  construction. 


Mr.  Frank  Justice 
November  1 ,    197  8 
Page  Four 
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Draft  Report 
Page  Number 

11 


11 


13/14 


Comment 

We  still  feel  that  it  is  safe  to  say  that  the 
evidence  that  force  account  construction  is  cheaper 
is  conclusive. 

Relative  to  warranties,  all  equipment  purchased  for 
the  single  cell  construction  is  covered  by  a  twelve 
months  warranty.   We  also  believe  that  Central  En- 
gineering and  the  Division  of  Prisons  have  consider- 
ably more  interest  (and  concern)  than  any  contractor 
and/or  architect  as  we  are  responsible  for  the  facil- 
ity far  beyond  the  twelve  months  they  are  limited  to. 

Of  the  22  medium  security  field  units,  only  5  have 
a  maximum  operating  capacity  exceeding  14  0.   The 
schedule  of  medium  custody  facilities  is  as  follows: 


Currituck 

195 

Randolph 

178 

McCain 

195 

Columbus 

190 

Craggy 

219 

Franklin 

140 

Stanly 

140 

Cleveland 

140 

Sampson 

140 

Avery 

140 

Yancey 

140 

Pender 

140 

Washington 

136 

Caswell 

140 

Davie 

140 

Rockingham 

145 

Yadkin 

140 

Iredell 

140 

Union 

140 

Moore 

140 

Scotland 

140 

McDowell 

140 

The  assessment  of  unit  duty  assignments  must  exclude 
those  inmates  who  are  incapable  of  working  due  to 
health  problems  or  mental  health  disability.   A  recent 
study  of  inmate  assignments  within  the  Division  of 
Prisons  suggests  that  not  more  than  957  medium  custody 
inmates  are  in  an  unassigned  status.   Of  this  popu- 
lation, more  than  400  are  assigned  to  Central  Prison 
due  to  a  lack  of  available  space  in  the  field.  Thus, 
of  the  available  medium  custody  inmates  available  for 
assignment,  the  impact  of  using  approximately  100  in- 
mates in  a  force  account  construction  program  has  an 
impact  on  approximately  20  percent  of  the  available 
medium  custody  population  in  terms  of  reducing  idleness 
The  4  percent  figure  fails  to  account  for  the  factual 
medium  custody  situation  within  the  Division  of  Prisons 
If  the  additional  approximately  100  youthful  offender 
medium  custody  inmates  are  deducted  from  the  total  of 
500,  the  force  account  construction  program  would  have 
an  impact  on  approximately  25  percent  of  the  available 
medium  custody  adult  population. 


Mr,  Frank  Justice 
November  1 ,    1978 
Page  Five 
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Draft  Report 
Page  Number 

14/15 


16 


17 


17 


19 


20 


Comment 

As  regarding  preference  to  inmates  who  have  completed 
their  vocational  training,  most  of  these  are  or 
shortly  will  be  eligible  for  work  release  and  there- 
fore are  not  available  to  us.   Also,  we  do  not  deny 
that  for  progress  showing,  adherence  to  construction 
schedules,  etc.,  we  would  normally  select  experienced 
inmates  in  preference  to  inexperienced  vocational 
graduates. 

We  must  concede  that  inmate  labor  is  not  always  as 
efficient  or  economical  as  contract  labor;  however, 
we  are  using  inmate  labor  in  locations  where  contract 
labor  would  not  be  used  or  would  become  prohibitively 
expensive  due  to  the  security  restrictions  resulting 
from  working  inside  prison  compounds. 

When  the  central  warehouse  was  a  part  of  Prison  Enter- 
prises, a  mark-up  was  added  to  all  goods  which  were 
handled  through  the  warehouse.   With  the  transfer  of 
the  warehouse  to  the  operating  fund  effective  July  1, 
1978,  this  charge  is  no  longer  being  made.   However, 
this  handling  fee  was  very  appropriate  due  to  the 
efforts  expended  by  the  warehouse  staff. 

See  comments  relative  to  page  13  addressing  problems 
of  inmate  idleness. 

The  State  Construction  Office  participated  in  the 
final  inspection  of  the  first  single  cell  construc- 
tion project  completed.   They  then  abdicated  this 
responsibility  to  Central  Engineering,  which  has 
followed  through  on  all  of  the  remaining  final  in- 
spections.  Whereas  we  may  be  prejudiced,  we  believe 
that  the  inspections  have  been  as  rigorously  and  as 
meaningful  as  if  they  had  been  made  by  State  Con- 
struction. 

Cost  estimates  are  indeed  a  problem.   It  has  become 
increasingly  difficult  to  estimate  costs  based  on 
the  rate  of  inflation  and  certain  time  constraints 
placed  on  the  estimators.   Due  to  the  expense  and 
time  required  for  detailed  estimates,  some  are  based 
on  outdated  information  as  to  the  physical  condition 
of  the  structures  (such  as  the  youth  training  schools) 


Mr.  Frank  Justice 
November  7,  1978 
Page  Six 
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20/21 


21/23 


24/25 


Comment 

We  are  currently  reviewing  all  of  our  capital  pro- 
jects and  exploring  ways  in  which  the  work  can  be 
speeded  up.   Personnel  constraints  are  indeed  a 
significant  problem. 

These  pages  seem  to  be  a  summary  and  points  raised 
have  been  previously  addressed. 

Due  to  the  general  nature  of  the  recommendations, 
we  must  concur  with  them  and  feel  that  we  are  pro- 
ceeding with  our  attempts  to  handle  all  functions 
of  the  Department  in  an  efficient  and  legal  manner, 


We  are  prepared  to  discuss  with  you  and  your  staff  our  comments  and  will 
be  glad  to  provide  any  additional  information  which  you  might  desire. 


Appendix    #3 


North  Carolina 


Department  of  Administration 

■         '^  Raleigh27603 


1 16  West  Jones  Street 


(919)733-7232 


James  B.  Hunt,  Jr.,  Governor 


Joseph  W.  Grimsley,  Secretary 


November  9,    1978 


MEMORANDUM 


TO: 


John  L.  Al len,  Jr. 
Legislative  Services  Office 


NOV    14  19/b 


LEGISLATIVE  SERVICES  OFFICE 


VpnA^i-^iM/s 


5.f 


FROM:  Joseph  W.  Grimsley' 

RE:    Force  Account  Construction 
Department  of  Correction 


We  agree  with  the  basic  content  and  findings  of  the  report  but  feel  that 
specific  recommendations  with  future  courses  of  action  should  be  given. 

We  take  exception  to  the  implication  that  the  Division  of  State  Construc- 
tion should  supervise  construction  and  relieve  the  staff  of  the  Division 
of  Prisons  from  this  task.  This  is  not  the  intent  of  GS  143-341  as  it  has 
been  applied  over  the  years.   In  force  account  work,  the  owner  is  acting 
as  "designer"  in  the  project  construction  management,  and  as  "contractor" 
in  the  actual  construction  work.  Our  approval  and  supervision  should  be  to 
the  same  degree  that  we  exercise  over  all  other  construction  projects  in- 
volving both  a  designer  and  a  contractor.  This  would  not  involve  us  in  the 
actual  on-going  project  supervision  required  for  daily  construction  manage- 
ment.  It  is  rather  an  overall  supervision  responsibility,  which  involves 
review  and  approval  of  the  plans  and  specifications,  not  just  on-site  in- 
spection work. 

We  do  agree  that  we  need  to  inspect,  approve  and  be  aware  of  force  account 
work  within  the  Department  of  Correction  and  other  State  agencies  using 
this  method  of  construction.  This  was  an  area  of  concern  that  we  expressed 
to  Secretary  Reed  In  a  recent  meeting  with  several  members  of  his  staff. 

We  feel  that  force  account  work  could  be  used  as  an  advantage  for  the  State 
if  its  primary  purpose  is  to  train,  instruct  and  rehabilitate  inmates.   If 
inmate  idleness  can  be  reduced  by  a  significant  amount  and  a  facility  con- 
structed reasonably  close  to  the  cost  for  contract  work,  then  it  seems  that 
force  account  work  would  serve  good  purposes.  However,  if  the  best  approach 
for  a  project  is  to  use  force  account  work,  there  should  be  written  justifi- 
cation required  by  a  standard  policy  for  the  Department  of  Correction, 
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If  the  purpose  stated  above  is  not  accomplished,  then  we  feel  that  force 
account  work  should  not  be  accomplished  by  the  State,  except  in  unusual 
circumstances.  Some  of  the  reasons  are: 

(1)  Risk  and  liabilities  from  injuries  sustained  on  the  job 

(2)  When  preparing  a  bid,  a  contractor  devotes  considerable  thought 
to  the  problem  of  devising  the  best  and  most  economical  manner 
of  doing  the  work,  and  his  specialized  knowledge  and  experience 
may  be  instrumental  in  saving  money  on  the  job.  One  extra  bene- 
fit of  the  contract  system  is  the  incentive  a  contractor  has  for 
doing  a  good  job.  His  financial  interests  are  at  stake. 

(3)  There  is  always  a  danger  of  corruption  in  any  political  organiza- 
tion, but  force  account  programs  are  especially  susceptable  to 
misuse.  The  officials  in  charge  too  often  dictate  where  equipment 
and  materials  will  be  purchased  and  who  will  be  employed.  The 
possibilities  are  endless  and  the  temptations  for  favoritism,     : 
graft  and  corruption  are  too  great. 

(4)  There  are  many  indications  that  all  of  the  costs  are  not  being 
considered  In  force  account  work. 

We  need  to  develop  policies  and  guidelines  for  all  agencies  to  follow  in 
force  account  work.  Presently,  the  Division  of  State  Construction  does 
not  have  the  staff  that  would  be  required  for  this  additional  work. 

It  should  be  made  perfectly  clear  that  a  proper  accounting  for  all  costs 
should  be  enforced  if  work  is  done  by  force  account. 

We  feel  that  a  separate  section  should  be  established  in  the  State  Construc- 
tion Manual  describing  procedures  to  follow  for  force  account  construction. 

JWG/CEG/pb 

cc:  Charles  E.  Gordon 


